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Claims 1-7, 11-17. and 21-26 are pending. Claims 21-26 are new. Claims 1-7 and 11-17 



were rejected in the Office Action under 35 U.S.C, Section 102 and 1( 
will be addressed below In the order presented in the Office Action. 



. Eachoftheiejeotions 



Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. Sertjon 102 

Paragraphs 2 and 3 Of the Office Action reject claims 1-7 under Section 102 as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,876,857 to Sc 



This Rejection relies >^n Schuhmajin's disclosure at column 3, lines 15-41. 
Specifically, the essence of the rqeotion Is that Sohuhmaim discloses a coexlmded film label 
stracwre having a core layer including at least 50% polypropylene and the "balance" of an 
ethylene-containing polyolefm. Claim 1 recites that the core layer includes approximately 40- 
80% of polypropylene and ^proximately 20-60% of an ethylene-containing polyolefm. 
However, a carefiil review of Sohuhmann reveals no disclosure of inclusion of an ethylene- 
containing polyolefin in the core layer in the range of ^yproximately 20-60%. At column 3, lines 
42-49, Schuhmann discloses that ethylene-containing polyolefins should not be present in an 
amount exceeding 15 wt. % of the core layer. 

The Office Action apparently concludes that an indication that at least 50 wt % of the 
core layer should be polypropylene is an indication that up to 50 wt. %, the "balance" of the core 
layer, may be an ethylene-containing polyolefm. This conclusion ignores the remainder of 
Schuhmann's disclosure indicating that components other than polypropylene and ethylene- 
containing polymers are included in the cote. Column 4, lines 12-31, indicates the core layer 
may also include 5-20 wt. % of a fSller. AdditionaUy, lines 42 of colmnn 4 through line 12 of 
column 5 indicate that the core layer may also contain 1-9 wt, % of titanium dioxide. Finally, 
column 5, lines 22-24, reveals that the core layer may also contain 1-30 wt. % of a lowei^ 
molecular weight resin that is not an ethylene-containing polyolefin, Therefore, an indication 
that the core may contain SO wt % polypropylene does not mean that the "balance" of the core is 
an ethylene-containing polyolefin. There are many other components that may be included in 
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the core layer. TTiis conclusion is bolstered by Schuhmanii's examples that disclose films having 
a core layer 88% polypropylene and 12% calcium carbonate. 

Most compelling in this regard, as noted above, is Schuhmann's express teaching that the 
core layer should not contain more than 15 wt % of an ethylene-containing polyolefin. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted fliat Sohuhmaan does not disclose a film with a core layer 
containing 50 wt. % polypropylaie and the "balance" of an ethylene-oontaining polyolefin. For 
this reason alone, Schuhmann does not anticipate claims 1-7 under Section 102. It is well setUed 
that an anticipation rgection requires fibie teaching of every elemrait of a rejected clahn in a single 
reference. 



Rejections Under 35 V.S.C. Section 

Claims 1-7 and 11-17 are rejected in paragrqjhs 4 and 5 of the Office Action under 
Section 1 03 as being unpatentable over Schuhmann in view of U.S. Patent 5,585.193 to Josephy. 

Rejection of these claims relies upon Schuhmann as ^lied to claims 1-7 under the 
Section 102 rejections discussed above. For the reasons discussed with respect to the Section 
102 rejections, it is tespectfijly submitted that Schuhmann also does not suggest a fUm having a 
core layer including approximately 20-60% of an ethylenwsontaining polyolefin. fadeed, as 
discussed above, Schuhmann expressly teaches away from such a fihn composition by advising 
that the ethylene-eontaining polyolefin should not exceed 15 wt. % in the core layer. Therefore, 
it would not be obvious, ftom the teachings of Schuhmann, to produce the claimed fecestock 
film having a cote layer with an ethylene-eontaining polyolefin content of approximately 20- 
60%. 



The Examiner's indication in paragcj^jh 6 of flie Office Action that the Section 132 
Declaration filed on August 25, 2003, is sufficient is noted and appreciated. 

Allowable .Su bject Matter 

The indication in paragraph 7 of the Office Action that Claims 8-10 and 18-20 contain 
allowable subject matter but are objected to as being dependent upon rejected clahns is 
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appreciated. With this Respot.se, these claitns are rewritten as claims 21-26 to remove 
dependencies on the rejected claims. Therefore, it is believed that these claims are in condition 
for allowance. It is noted that claims 21 and 24 include language not found in daims 8 and IS. 
The new language provides aa express antecedent basis for fte outer and inner sui&ces of the 
skin layer*. This language is added for clarification puiposes only. 
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Conclnsion 

Consistent with the foregoing, claims 1-7, 11-17, and 21-26 are beUevcd to be in 
condition for allowance. Consideration of these claims with an early Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

It is believed that this submission is fuUy responsive to the outstanding Office Action. 
However, should any issues remain unresolved, the Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
undersigned at the number listed below so that all matters may be expeditiously resolved. 



Post OfEice Address (to which correspondence is to be sent) 

ExxonMobil Chemical Company 

Law Technology 

P.O. Box 2149 

Baytown, Texas 77522-2149 

Telephone No. (281) »34^38 

Facsimile No. (281) 834-2495 
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Respectfully submitted. 



Date: January 16. 2004 
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